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POINTERS 


The Church of South India, as it is to be called, is to be inaugur- 
ated in September next. That, in a word, is the result of the vote 
of the General Council of the Church of India, Burma and Ceylon 

taken on January 21st-last. Four dioceses of the Anglican Com- 
munion will go out of it to join with hitherto non-episcopal bodies 

‘to lose their formerly separate identities,’ as the Archbishop: 
said in his Cambridge sermon, ** and become * a new Province of _ 
the Universal Church,’ unsure at its birth what will be its relations 
to other Christian Communions,” and whose ** constitution is an——— 
artificial thing and may imperil the life it seeks to promote.” 
Everything that reasoned argument could do to prevent it was 
done, but sentiment has prevailed over reason and yet one more 
will be added to the already sadly large number ‘of separated 
* churches."” We publish on page 91 a short note from the acting 
chairman of the Council, and on page 92 another which has been 
received by air mail from a correspondent in India. 

* * 


Not without protest were Anglican principles thus-repudiated 
by the General Council of the Church of India, Burma and Ceylon. 
“ To show that a voice was raised in the most public manner 
possible,\’ to quote his own words, the Bishop of Colombo, the . 
Right Reverend C. D. Horsley, has arranged for the publication 
in this country of the sermon which he preached in St. George's 
Cathedral, Madras, before the members of the General Council on 
Sunday, January 1gth, 1947. The sermon is reer by the 
Dacre Press, 1r Dacre Street; London, S.W. 1, under the title, 
“The Church which is His Body,” price post free. 
We recommend all our readers to buy and read the sermon. 


FAITH UNITY 


‘The Pledge has been one of the matters of the greatest con- 
troversy for a long time in the negotiations for this union in 
South India. It has frequently been referred to in our articles, 
but its history and nature fe not perhaps well known to all our 
readers. A full account is given on page 93 of its nature, history | 
and interpretation. It makes clear how the bishops who have 
now voted for the inauguration of the union have not only 
flouted the considered opinion of the Lambeth Conference of 
1930, but have also repudiated their own resolutions published 
as short a time ago as June, 1945. It isa sad story of vacillation 
and weakness. : 


Our Travelling Secretary has sent us the following letter-for 
publication. 

On Sunday, April 13th, I become the Travelling Secretary for 
the Council for the Defence of Church Principles, and my per- 
manent address will be The Mission House, Magdalen Road, — 
Oxford. After that date enquiries concerning my ae sor work 
_ should ‘be addressed to me and not to Canon Blood. This will 
expedite replies and fixtures and save much duplication of letters. 
I shall beat liberty to accept engagements anywhere in the 
country, but wherever possible expenses will be lessened and 


| “unnecessary travelling avoided if our diocesan and area 


Representatives, could fix a number of engagements in their 
neighbourhood to follow on. Meetings may be in connection with 
branches of the Church Union, R.D. Chapters or Conferences, 
F.C.P., or other societies, or may be specially arranged for the 
purpose. Sermons on Sundays will be especia ore and, 
indeed, there is no reason why a visit from the Travelling Secretary 
should not be the occasion of a real spiritual revival of Church 
feeling. Defence of the doctrines of the Church is the idea of 
every talk, with or without reference to the various schemes, 
objectionable and otherwise, which are before the Church at the 
moment. Every season of the Church will provide a suitable 
text for a defence of Church Principles. HARRY HOWARD. 


It may be well to remind readers that up to April 13th applica- 
tions for the Travelling Secretary to come and speak should be 
sent to the Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent. 
A fair number of applications has already been received and dates 
are being filled up, so if you do not want to be disappointed in 
the dates which will be convenient to you, it would be well to 
write to the Secretary about it without undue delay. 


We regret that there was one error in our Pointer last month. 
Fr. Howard was never Chaplain to the late Lord Halifax, but 
after his death, while still Vicar of Goldthorpe, did for a time act 
| of Hickleton and honorary Chaplain to the present Lord. 
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_. Church of India, Burma and Ceylon is 


SOUTH INDIA 


On January 21st the General Council of the Church of India, 
Burma and Ceylon passed certain resolutions tantamount to 


complete agreement with the Joint Committee as to the inaugura- 


tion of the Church of South India. The points of immediate 
importance are as follows :— 
1. Inauguration is to take place in September of this year. 


2. The voting was as follows:— For acceptance Against 
Clergy ... see dee 30 22 


Laity. ... 33 7 
It might be claimed not unreasonably that detailed and intelligent 
appreciation of the issues involved is greatest among the Bishops : 
viewed in that light the voting would indicate that the resolutions 
had been passed under the influence of heart rather than head. 
3. Plans were agreed upon for the speedy formation of the new 
episcopate: the names of the bishops-designate are to be pub- 
lished on April 15th and the Form of Consecrating Bishops has _ 
been approved. 
4. The “ Pledge’ as now interpreted differs in important 
respects from that accepted at Lambeth in 1930 (see pages 93, 94). 
_As the Church Times heads its leading article, the action of the 
“cutting the painter.” 
Leaving out the (now unlikely) possibility of any modification 
of the above plans owing to external ng peo: the cutting off 
from the Anglican Communion will, in September, be a fait 
accompli.. The Archbishop's that the new body ‘will 
not be in communion with the Anglican Church gives breathing 
space, but anxiety will be great until something more than his 
Grace's, personal. assurance is forthcoming—the Church needs 


‘urgently that this matter should be pronounced upon by its 


several .convocations and/or provincial synods, so that our 


complete ecclesiastical dimociation from the new church is made 


clear to that church itself, to our own people in all parts of the 
Anglican Communion and to the rest of Christendom, this last — 
being as important as any. 

Thé problems which will arise in September are many and-grave. 
We are glad to think that our Chairman is now in India, but 
should be back in the summer to provide counsel based on know- 
ledge obtained personally. This alone would make it necessary 
to avoid any hasty action at this moment. Fortunately nothing 
fresh has been done. There has been a ratification of proposals 
the acceptance of which in India was, in the view of most, a fore- 
gone conclusion. 

This note has to be written before any- letters have been 
received from the Chairman or from others in India. We should 
be able to write more definitely next month. 


QI 


FATEFUL DECISION 


The last obstacle to the inauguration of union in South India 


“has now been removed. The Church of India, Burma and - 


alee made its final surrender on January 21st, when the 
General Council at Madras agreed that after the union. non- 
episcopally ordained ministers may be appointed to the charge 
of ex-Anglican congregations in the proposed United Church. 


So the “ Other Uniting Churches ” have at last gained their 


point. The long controversy about the interpretation of the 

‘Pledge’ has been decided in their favour.. They are now 
satisfied ; and it is fully expected that the union will be inaugur- 
ated on the last Sunday of September this year. 


It is interesting to notice that the vote of one Bishop brought 
about a‘decision which may have momentous consequences for 
the Anglican Communion. The voting at the Council was by 
Houses, and an adverse vote by the House of Bishops would have 
defeated the resolution. Seven Bishops voted for, and six against. 


It will be remembered that in June, 1945, in order to reassure 
Anglicans who had been disturbed by the adoption of the Scheme 


in January of that year, the House of Bishops passed a unanimous, 


resolution that it ** feels bound to adhere to the interpretation of 
the Pledge contained on p. 127_0f the Report of the Lambeth 
Conference of 1930." (See page 93.) 


The interpretation of the Pledge which the House of Bishops 


has now accepted is printed on page 94. ~~ 


It would appear that certain of the Bishops, confronted by 
the urgent demand of the * Other Uniting Churches ” that this 


interpretation should be accepted, either changed their minds, 


or found some way of reconciling these two interpretations. 


One question still remains to be answered. Was the General 
Council acting constitutionally in voting on this matter ? 


~~~" It was represented to the Metropolitan before the recent 
session of the Episcopal Synod and General Council that inasmuch 
as the 1934-35 interpretation of the Pledge was not before either 
the Diocesan Councils or the General Council when they recorded 
their: votes, and that inasmuch as the Anglican Church has 
steadily reaffirmed its adherence to the Lambeth interpretation 
_ of 1930, the General Council was not competent to accept the 
1934-35 interpretation until the matter had been re-submitted 
to the Diocesan Councils. 


In view of the seriousness of the issue involved, the Metro- 


question. The committee debated the point for some hours, 
but was unable to come to a conclusion. The matter has now 
been submitted to a high legal authority. 


politan appointed a Committee of Reference to decide this | 
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THE PLEDGE 


The need for the Pledge arose on account of the refusal of the 
negotiating free-church bodies to effect unification of the uniting 


‘ministries by means of re-ordination or supplemental ordination. 


The scheme itself has failed to resolve and integrate the widely 
divergent doctrines and practices of the uniting churches. Realiz- 
ing that an essential condition of attaining full unity was that all 
members of the uniting churches should be willing and able to 
recetve Communion in all churches of the United Churcli;’ the 


-compilers of the scheme wrote that “they are convinced that 


this can only take place on the basis of freedom of opinion on 
debatable matters, and respect for even large differences of opinion 
and practice, such as exist at present, with regard to forms of 
worship or the conditions regarded as necessary for the valid 
celebration of Holy Communion. . . . 


THE PLEDGE 


‘ They therefore pledge themselves and ‘fully trust each other 
that the United Church will at all times be careful not to allow 
any over-riding of conscience either by Church authorities or by 
majorities ;: and that it will not in any of its administrative acts 
knowingly transgress the long-established traditions of any of 
the Churches from which it has been formed. Neither forms of 
worship or ritual, nor a ministry, to which they have not been 


-accustomed or to which they conscientiously object, will be 


imposed upon any congregation; and no arrangements with 
regard to these matters will knowingly be made, either generally 
or in particular cases, which would either offend the conscientious 

convictions of persons directly concerned, or which would hinder 


the development of complete unity within the united Church or 


imperil its progress towards union with other Churches.’’ (Pages 
18 and 19, Basis of Union, 16.) 


THE LAMBETH INTERPRETATION 


The Lambeth Conference in 1930, when considering the scheme 
and in giving it qualified approval, emphasized the first part of 
this pledge and approved of the method of proceeding towards 
union by means of a pledge to respect long-established traditions 
and conscientious conv ictions. To make clear their position they 
added this note: ‘* Among such long established traditions of 
our own we number the Preface to the Ordinal, and therefore 


‘understand this pledge to secure that the rule which the Anglican 


Church has inherited, that an episcopally ordained ministry is— 
within our Church required for the due administration of Holy 
Communion will be preserved for those congregations which have 


_in the past been bound by that rule " (page 127). . 


93 
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(Note that the Lambeth Conference used the word “ rule,”’ not | 
“custom "’ and referred to the Anglican Communion as “‘ bound ”’ 


_ by that rule, not as those who elect to accept a custom ; and that 


it is emphasized that an episcopally ordained ministry is necessary 
for the ‘“‘ due’ administration of Holy Communion. Presumably 
therefore, celebration by any other ministry is not * due ’’.) 

Lambeth’s interpretation was wholly unacceptable to the 
Methodists and South India United Church, who felt it to be at 
variance with the scheme which included such phrases as ** God has 
bestowed His Pires with undistinguishing regard through all 
the ministri page 2, Basis of Union, 1) and that the uniting 
churches ** iy ag each others’ ministries to be real ministries 
of the Word and Sacraments,”’ and also with the latter part of 
the Pledge that “ no arrangement would knowingly be made . 
which would hinder the development of complete unity within 
the united Church.”’ Their argument is logical and emphasizes 
the impossibility of reconciling such statements as these in the 
scheme with Anglican Doctrine and Traditions. 


THE JoINT COMMITTEE'S INTERPRETATION 


.. In 1934-35 the Joint Committee (consisting of an equal number 
from each of the three negotiating Churches) formulated their 
own interpretation of the Pledge as follows. “‘ They pledge 
themselves that because of the union no congregation shall be 


_ deprived of forms of worship or a ministry to which it has been 


accustomed, but every honest endeavour will be made by the 
authorities of the united Church that neither forms of ritual, not 
a ministry, to which they have not been accustomed or to which 
they conscientiously object shall be imposed on any congregation. 
But the Committee does not understand the Pledge-ta imply that the 


fact’ that a minister has been a minister of either an episcopal or 


non-episcopal church will, in itself, debar him from appointment to 
or working in any ~ congregation of the united Church where the 
congregation desires it.’ (Our italics.) 

Contrast this final sentence with the Lambeth note. Whereas 
Lambeth was concerned to preserve and protect a vital Anglican 
tradition that an episcopally ordained ministry is necessary for 
the due celebration of Holy Communion, the Joint Committee 
emphasised that a minister not episcopally ordained could be 
put in charge of (or is not debarred from being put in charge *) 
a congregation formerly Anglican. 

The interpretation of the Joint Committee was included in 
certain editions of the Scheme, but was omitted from the 1942, 
seventh edition, which was said to be final and définitive. It 
was upon this edition that the General Council of the Church of 
India, Burma and Ceylon voted in January, 1945, and at that 
time it could not be said that they had accepted, in their vote, 
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this interpretation. It was assumed, reasonably, that they still 
felt bound to the Lambeth interpretation (above), but that 
assumption has been shattered by their decision this January. 


AN AMBIGUOUS POSITION 


Dr. Temple, writing as Archbishop of Canterbury, in 1943, said 
that he understood that any exception to the Lambeth note 
would only be made “ in the rarest possible circumstances which 
would be such as to afford manifest ground for exceptional action.’ 
Mr. Monahon, a leading and much respected Methodist minister 
in South India, promptly wrote a letter, published in the Madras 
Mail, claiming that such a view was long out of date, would be 
quite unaccentaila to the Methodist Church and would be not 
‘union, but an intolerable juxtaposition of ministries. The 
position was left thus unclear when the Church of India, Burma 
and Ceylon cast their vote in 1945. 4n view of much misgiving 
among some members of that Church, the Indian Bishops met 
in June, 1945, and passed certain resolutions. These resolutions 
stated that the 1934-35 note about the pledge was not included 
in the scheme on which they voted (implying, as it seemed to 
many, their disavowal of the note) ; and that they felt bound 
to adhere to the Lambeth interpretation of the Pledge. They 
added the amazingly ambiguous statémént that the sole fact of 
lack of episcopal ordination did not, of itself, debar a minister 
from being put in charge of a formerly Anglican congregation, 
but that such appointments would only be made in the case 
of extreme pastoral urgency. How they reconciled the possibility 
of such appointments with their adherence to the Lambeth note 
of 1930 is inconceivable. Despite the ambiguity these resolutions 
were enough to put the “ cat among the pigeons ” and leaders of 
the free-churches concerned were obviously seriously disturbed. 
(See Church Unton, News and Views, Sept., 1945.) Matters 
seemed to be at a deadlock and even ardent supporters of the 
scheme felt that the position was now hopeless. Efforts to resolve 
the deadlock continued and the Continuation Committee of the 
Joint Committee in December, 1945, understood the phrase in 
the Pledge “‘ where that congregation desjres it ’’. to mean, 
(1) “ that such appointments would not be made if a congregation 
objects on conscientious grounds’’ and (2) “* every pastorate shall 
have an opportunity of expressing its judgement as to the 
appointment of its pastor while the responsibility for making 
the appointment remains with the duly constituted authority 
of the united Church.” 

At the same meeting the Continuation Committee declared 
that the 1934-35 interpretation was official and accepted as 

authoritative by the Methodist and South India United Churches 
- and suggested that the following additional note should be added 
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to that interpretation to clarify sul further the intentions of the 
united Church :- 

‘Itis understood that during the period of unification congrega- 
tions will ordinarily continue to be served by the ministries to 
which they are accustomed except where pastoral needs obviously 
demand other arrangements. The duly constituted authority 
within the United Church shall be the sole judge of the urgency 
of such pastoral needs.” 

The South India United Church, in 1946, accepted the union 
scheme on the understanding that the 1934-35 interpretation of 
the pledge was accepted and it was obvious, that either the 
Church of India, Burma and Ceylon must forsake the Lambeth 
interpretation or the union would net take place. Just about 
. the same time the Bishops in the area concerned issued an. 
unofficial statement which contained the following affirmations : 

We agree that all who have the status of presbyters in the 
United Church are capable of performing af/ the functions assigned 
to presbyters in the United Church in every congregation of the 
United Church. 

‘ After the inauguration of union we, as Bishops of the Church 
of South India, shall be ready ourselves to receive Communion 
at the hands of any Bishop or Presbyter of the united Church.” 
(Our italics.) 

We may well ask, is this how the traditions of the Anglican 
Communion are to be preserved? [s this what the Indian Bishops 
meant when they felt bound to adhere to the Lambeth inte rpreta- 


tion in June, 1945 ¢ 


THE FINAL SURRENDER 

The choice between preserving the Anglican tradition and 
doctrine-and. yielding to Protestantism has been made. The 
Lambeth interpretation did at least preserve the rule for ex- 
Anglicans, ‘* No Bishop, no priest ; no priest, no valid sacrament, ’ 
to which, as we believe, the Anglican Communion is committed 
by her formularies. By permitting a non-episcopally ordained 
minister to celebrate Holy Communion for ex-Anglicans, as the 
Church of India, Burma and Ceylon has now decided, this safeguard 
has been destroyed. When their Fathers-in-God have declared 
their willingness to receive Holy Communion from non- episcopally 
ordained ministers, it will be difficult for the people to resist the 


appointment of such ministers to the charge of their pastorates. 
BERNARD P. LURNETT. 


Communications for the Editor and subscriptions to /aith and» 
Unity (three shillings a year minimum) should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent. Back 
numbers of Faith and Unity are available and can be had from 
the Secretary, price fourpence each, post free. 
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